UIdaho Law

Digital Commons @ UIdaho Law
Not Reported

Idaho Supreme Court Records & Briefs

2-1-2021

State v. O'daniel Appellant's Brief Dckt. 48070

Follow this and additional works at: https://digitalcommons.law.uidaho.edu/not_reported

Recommended Citation
"State v. O'daniel Appellant's Brief Dckt. 48070" (2021). Not Reported. 6923.
https://digitalcommons.law.uidaho.edu/not_reported/6923

This Court Document is brought to you for free and open access by the Idaho Supreme Court Records & Briefs at
Digital Commons @ UIdaho Law. It has been accepted for inclusion in Not Reported by an authorized administrator
of Digital Commons @ UIdaho Law. For more information, please contact annablaine@uidaho.edu.

Electronically Filed
2/1/2021 1:17 PM
Idaho Supreme Court
Melanie Gagnepain, Clerk of the Court
By: Brad Thies, Deputy Clerk

ERIC D. FREDERICKSEN
State Appellate Public Defender
I.S.B. #6555
JENNY C. SWINFORD
Deputy State Appellate Public Defender
I.S.B. #9263
322 E. Front Street, Suite 570
Boise, Idaho 83702
Phone: (208) 334-2712
Fax: (208) 334-2985
E-mail: documents@sapd.state.id.us
IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO
STATE OF IDAHO,
Plaintiff-Respondent,
v.
CURTIS MATTHEW O’DANIEL,
Defendant-Appellant.
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NO. 48070-2020
ADA COUNTY NO. CR01-19-28511

APPELLANT’S BRIEF

STATEMENT OF THE CASE
Nature of the Case
After a jury found Curtis O’Daniel guilty of felony domestic battery, the district court
placed him on probation, with an underlying sentence of eight years, with two years fixed.
Mr. O’Daniel appeals, and he argues the district court abused its discretion by imposing an
excessive underlying sentence.

Statement of Facts and Course of Proceedings
The State filed a criminal complaint alleging Mr. O’Daniel committed the crime of
domestic battery with traumatic injury, in violation of I.C. §§ 18-903(a), -918(2) (“felony
domestic battery”), by punching or hitting his wife. (R., pp.11–12.) After a preliminary hearing,
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the magistrate judge found probable cause for the offense and bound Mr. O’Daniel over to
district court. (R., pp.20–24.) The State charged Mr. O’Daniel by information with felony
domestic battery. (R., p.26.)
Mr. O’Daniel pled not guilty and exercised his right to a jury trial. (R., p.37.) The first
trial resulted in a mistrial. (R., pp.75–77, 78–80.) At the second trial, the jury found
Mr. O’Daniel guilty of felony domestic battery. (R., pp.131–32.)
At sentencing, the State recommended the district court placed Mr. O’Daniel on
probation, with an underlying sentence of ten years, with three years fixed. (Tr.,1 p.240 (p.15,
Ls.4–10).) Mr. O’Daniel also requested the district court place him on probation, but with an
underlying sentence of three years, with one year fixed. (Tr., p.242 (p.23, Ls.2–4).) The district
court agreed and placed him on probation, with an underlying sentence of eight years, with two
years fixed. (Tr., p.243 (p.25, Ls.32–24, p.26, Ls.22–24); R., pp.144–47, 148–51.)
Mr. O’Daniel timely appealed. (R., pp.163–64.)

ISSUE
Did the district abuse its discretion by imposing an excessive sentence of eight years, with two
years fixed, upon Mr. O’Daniel for felony domestic battery?

ARGUMENT
The District Abused Its Discretion By Imposing An Excessive Sentence Of Eight Years, With
Two Years Fixed, Upon Mr. O’Daniel For Felony Domestic Battery
“It is well-established that ‘[w]here a sentence is within statutory limits, an appellant has
the burden of showing a clear abuse of discretion on the part of the court imposing the
1

The transcripts on appeal are contained in one 255-page electronic document. The only
transcript cited here is the sentencing transcript, which is contained on pages 237 to 247 of the
overall document. Citations will first refer to the overall pagination and, parenthetically, the
transcript’s internal pagination and line numbers.
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sentence.’” State v. Pierce, 150 Idaho 1, 5 (2010) (quoting State v. Jackson, 130 Idaho 293, 294
(1997) (alteration in original)). Here, Mr. O’Daniel’s sentence does not exceed the statutory
maximum. See I.C. § 18-918 (ten-year maximum). Accordingly, to show the sentence imposed
was unreasonable, Mr. O’Daniel “must show that the sentence, in light of the governing criteria,
is excessive under any reasonable view of the facts.” State v. Strand, 137 Idaho 457, 460 (2002).
“‘Reasonableness’ of a sentence implies that a term of confinement should be tailored to
the purpose for which the sentence is imposed.” State v. Adamcik, 152 Idaho 445, 483 (2012)
(quoting State v. Stevens, 146 Idaho 139, 148 (2008)).
In examining the reasonableness of a sentence, the Court conducts an independent
review of the entire record available to the trial court at sentencing, focusing on
the objectives of criminal punishment: (1) protection of society; (2) deterrence of
the individual and the public; (3) possibility of rehabilitation; and (4) punishment
or retribution for wrongdoing.
Stevens, 146 Idaho at 148. “A sentence is reasonable if it appears necessary to accomplish the
primary objective of protecting society and to achieve any or all of the related goals of
deterrence, rehabilitation, or retribution.” State v. Delling, 152 Idaho 122, 132 (2011).
Here, Mr. O’Daniel asserts the district court did not exercise reason and thus abused its
discretion by imposing an excessive sentence under any reasonable view of the facts.
Specifically, he contends the district court should have imposed a lesser underlying sentence in
light of the mitigating factors, including his mental health issues, success on pre-trial release, and
family support.
Mr. O’Daniel’s mental health issues stand in favor of a lesser sentence. Idaho Code § 192523 requires the sentencing court to consider the defendant’s mental health condition if it is a
significant factor, and the record must show that the sentencing court adequately considered this
factor when imposing a sentence. I.C. § 19-2523; State v. Delling, 152 Idaho 122, 132–33
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(2011). Here, Mr. O’Daniel has been diagnosed with schizoaffective disorder and major
depressive disorder. (Presentence Investigation Report (“PSI”),2 p.279.) Due to his mental health
issues, Mr. O’Daniel received disability benefits. (PSI, p.277.) He also received mental health
services in the community, and his goals were to be happy and find his purpose. (PSI, p.279.) He
wanted to continue with therapy. (PSI, p.281.) Mr. O’Daniel’s mental health issues supported a
lesser sentence.
Despite his mental health challenges, Mr. O’Daniel did very well on pre-trial release. His
pre-trial case manager wrote that Mr. O’Daniel “maintained excellent communication” through
weekly calls and bi-weekly office appointments. (PSI, p.415.) Mr. O’Daniel also attended
weekly AA meetings. (PSI, p.415.) In addition, Mr. O’Daniel had a family support system. His
mother stated that she was her son’s “main support person” and believed that he was ready to
stay sober and focus on his mental health. (PSI, p.274.) She explained that she was doing
“everything” that she could to support him. (PSI, p.274.) Mr. O’Daniel reported that he had a
close relationship with his brother as well. (PSI, p.275.) Mr. O’Daniel’s supportive family and
success on pre-trial release warranted a lesser sentence.
In sum, Mr. O’Daniel maintains the district court did not exercise reason and thus abused
its discretion by imposing an excessive sentence. He contends proper consideration of the
mitigating factors in his case supported a more lenient sentence of three years, with one year
fixed.
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Citations to the PSI refer to the 426-page electronic document with the confidential exhibits.
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CONCLUSION
Mr. O’Daniel respectfully requests this Court reduce his sentence as it deems appropriate.
In the alternative, he respectfully requests this Court vacate his judgment of conviction and
remand this case to the district court for a new sentencing hearing.
DATED this 1st day of February, 2021.

/s/ Jenny C. Swinford
JENNY C. SWINFORD
Deputy State Appellate Public Defender
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